
T11ClMAS 1'. HISTI"
$cf',,,-' •., ~ P'~s-e~"f ~I'td

~e--..' CounSel

lC Sout" Wil'k~r Qnv.
C".ugo. 1I11nOOi 6OflO6
]\2I7S(>S2ClO
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Nancy C. Garrison, Esq.
A&aistant Chiet
C==mun1cations , Finance Section
U. S. Department of Justice
"5 Fourth Street, N.W.
Room 8106
washinqton, D.C. 20001

Re: Change in Equal Acee•• Procedure. tor the Routing of
D1al hO" Calls from Some Ameritech Public Telephones
(U.S. v. We.tarn Electric, No. 81-0192).

Dear Ms. Garrison:

In accordance with the requirement. ot the District Court's
order of March 6, 1985, Ameritech hereby notifies the Department
o~ a chanqe in it. pro~edur•• tor the routin; at calls dialed
without acee.s cod•• from aome Ameritech public talephon••.

Since divestiture, dial "0" calls without acce•• codes have
J:-een .ent to American Telephone and Telegraph Company ("AT&T")
exclusively. On January 29, 1988, the Department moved the Cour~

f:r an order that would, inter alia, require the Sell Operating
C~mpanies ("BOCa") to file wIthin sixty days plans that would end
~,is routinq. The Court, however, has not yet rule~ upon the
Department'••otien.

Since 1984, the Ameritech companies have advocated before
t.~. Department, the Court, and the Federal Communications Com­
ai••ion ("PCC") that routing to AT'T .hould be replaced by
Azeritech'. plan to rout. call. by databa•• inquiry accordinq to
the carrier pretarence ot ~h. party who will pay for each credit
card, collect, or third-number call. However, the technoloqical
capability ot 401n9 .0 i. not yet available. Moreover, neither
the Court nor the FCC haa yet approved ~. billed party prefer­
ence plan or, ind••d, indicated any inClination to approve any
ether plan to chanqe the pre••nt routin9.

While the•• i.sue. have remained undecided, the owner. and
~roprieter. of premiae. on which public telephone. are located
~sve become increasingly aware of alternative. to the public
~elephon•• provided by the BOCa and other local exchange carriers
("LEes lt

). AT'T telephones and other private (i.e., non-SOC or
Qcn-LEC) pUblic telephone. are being employe4 to replace Bee
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public telephones. Such public telephone. ~requently employ
automatic 4ialin9 to direct all call. (whether or not dialed with
any carrier'. acee•• code) to • carrier .elected by the provider
0: the telephone or the premises owner. otten this carrier is
the type ot r ••eller known aa an Alternate operator Service
("AOstt) prGvider. Under the•• arrangements, the owners and
prcprietora ot public telephone premiae. are, as a practical
matter, eontrollinq the routinq of both intraLATA and interLATA
calla tram their premi••• by virtue of their ability to .elect
t~. public telaphcne provider. The•• development. have already
b.en de.cribed to the Department in NYNEX Corporation'. letter
dated Novcaber 2, 1987, and have .inc. been di.cus.ed extensively
in ~e tilinq8 betore the Court in re.ponse to the Departm.nt'.
January 29 aotion and in current inquiries by the tee and stata
commis.ion. into the practice. ot AOS carrier••

Another recent development i. that Ameritech and other BOCs
are makin9 available the data to permi~ validation of collect,
third-number, and JOC cr.d1~ card call. by all carrier.. on
KAy 19, 1"', U S We.~ Service Link announc.d tha~ it had loaded
the data ot Ameritech, Southwe.tern Ball, and a s W••t and ~~at

it wa. otterinq validation ••rvice on call. to be billed in the
tw.nty-~our .tat••••rve4 by tho•• three BOC re9ion.. This makes
the routinq ot calla without acee•• cod•• to ncn-ATiT carriers a
aore wor~able option than before.

In the vake of th••• development., Ameritech, like NYNEX,
proposes to respond to competitive ehalleng•• to its public
t.lephone. cy routinq dial ftO" interLATA call. to a carrier
selected by the owner of the premi••s. (Thi. would apply only to
interLATA call. dialed without ace••• co4e.; there would be no
chang_ in the routing ot 1oXXX , 950-XXXX, ana o~er acce••
~odes.) In a.certa1ninq the premise. owner'. choice of 1nterLATA
carrier, the Ameritech companies will not be enga;ed 1n providing
interLATA .ervice. or ••lecting the 1ntarLATA carrier. The
Ameritech compani•• will pr••ent a bid or proposal relAtinq to
the inatallation and maintenance ot the telephone .et. and the
carr1aqe ot local and intraLATA toll tratfic and will invite
compl..entary bids fro. interLATA carrier. who are in general
.9r••••nt with the u.ual participation as.umptions discussed
belov.

Bid. vill ~e invited from interLATA carrier. a. 4irecte4 by
the premi••• owner. and will b. in accordanc. with ~h. equal
ace••• and non-di.criaination requirement. of the decree.
Whenever the premi.e. owner has not in4ieatad any part1cular
int.rLATA carriers to ~e .olicited, the Ameritech companies will
solicit complementary bid. trom all interLATA carrier. who concur
1n the basi. for par~icipat1on and who mi9ht rea.onably be
expected to have an in~e~••t in the SOC pUblic telephone. in
que.tion. On the other hand, the Ameritech compani•• do not
beli~. they are required to rev.al one carrier' •••le. leads to
the other carriers or to expand the list of bi~dinq carriers
beyond the .cope de.ired by the premi••• owner. Thu., where a~
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Ameritech-company ia approached by a particular intarLATA carrier
~ith respect to a particular premises, the Ameritech company
.ould sUbmit its lntraLATA bid to be compleme~tary only with tha~

carrier'. proposal. Similarly, if a premises owner 8tates that
be h~s alra~dy selected ~n interLATA carrier, other carriers
~ould not be notified.

Of course, the Ameritech companieGwould not seek to hinder
any direct contacts between premises owners a~d interLATA car­
=iers and would not try to prevent carriers trom simultaneously
biddinq with other public telephone provider•.

Commissions on interLATA calls paid to the premises owner by
the selected 1nterLATA carrier would belong entirely to the
premises owner. Upon request, the Ameritech company would
receive the commission. trom the interLATA carrier ~nd pass them
on to the premises owner so that the premise. owner may have the
convenience of a sinqle check, accounting separately tor inter­
LATA and intraLATA commissions.

Endinq the exclusive routing of public telephone calla to
AT'T will turther both the letter and the spirit ot the equal
access and non-discrimination requirements of the decree. At th~

same time, tho.e requirements would not De inconsistent with
reasonable quid.lines etatinq the normal basis tor participation
by interLATA carriers in these complementary biddinq situations.
The quideline proposed by the Ameritech companies 18 de8cri~ed in
the attachment to this latter.

Some ot the items in the attachment deal with legal and
tariff questions and others relate to the quality o! service
Available trom Ameritech pUblic telephones. Each Ameritech
eompany's corporate identity and the Bell trademarK appear on
~eritech pUblic telephones, and end users wo~ld be misled if
services trom those telephones were not of the quality and value
they have come to associate with those insignia. Furthermore,
the end user woul~ be confused and frustrated by any wide differ­
ence. in using the 8am. telephone tor interLATA and intraLATA
purposes, damaging the competitive position of the Ameritech
public telephone a. compared to thoae ot other providers. Thus,
tor example, the Ameritech companies expect that carrier~ will
not bloct -1+- coin-••nt-paid calls.

The assumptions in the attachment are intended to apply to
cost situations, but would be subject to adjustment to meet the
reasonable nee~. ot premi3es owners in special circumstances.
(Prison., tor exampl., usually torbid credit card and third­
number O4llin9 by inmate•• ) Nevertheless, where a premises owne=
unreasonably insists upon substandard ••rvice, the Ameritech
campani.. res.rve the option to remove their public telephones
from consideration. In addition, it should be note~ that in the
rcc's pres.nt inquiry into the operation. ot 105 carriers, many
ot the carriers have subacr1bed to a new Code ot Responsibi11t1Qs
and have announced other improvements in their services, leading
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o~. to expect that moat parties who wish to be a.sociated with
toe pUblic telephone. will e1ec~ to participate on the ba.i.
p~opos.4 by Ameritech. Any Who 40 not will ot course ati11 ba
&Cle to compete tor the premises owner'••election by partnerinq
with non-IOC providera ot public telephone., which i. juat wh.~

~ey have be.n 40in9 all alonq while BOC pUblic telephones were
eein; routed only to AT'T.

These procedure. are intended to apply to Ameritech public
telephones su=ject to the immediate pressures of competitien.
ADeritech .till aupport. it. billed-party-preterence plan for
o~er Ameritech public telephon•• , an4 moat likely will not make
a~y alternative or interia proposal before the Court haa acted on
~. Department's January 29 motion. However, Ameritach do••
p:opoa. that any arranqement. entered into aa 4.acribed in this
letter be honored for whatever time periOd ia aqre.d upon b.tween
~e pre.iae. owner and the interLATA carrier, even it aome other
routing plan ahou14 b. adopted O~ require4 in the meanti.e. For
e~am~le, it an auction plan auch aa recently propo••d by the GTE
telephone companies were impo.ed by the court or the rcc,
Aaeritech would argue that any pre.i••• owners who had previously
~oaen a carrier would be exempt uneil their aqre.ment with the
interLlTA carrier had expired.

Even in advocating ita billed party preference plan,
kmeritech alway. has said that any of the alternative., including
~rrier choice Dy the pre.i.e. owner, would meet the requirements
of the 4ecree. Thus the premis•• owner choic. plan ~.scribed in
thi. letter ahoUl~ not require a waiver or any action by the
Department, and the letter ha. b.en .ent tor the purpoae of
complying with the Court'. order requirin~ notice ot chanqea.
'!"hat order require. thirty day.' notic. unl ••• the Oepartment
aqr.e. to a shorter perio4. In view ot the Department'. etforts
~o end the default of public telephone calla to AT'T aa soon aa
pos6ible, the present proposal -- •••uminq that the Department
~as no objections to ita merit. -- Would appear to bean appro­
~riate instance tor applyinq a ahorter period. Accordingly,
Ameritech reque.t. the Department to advise Ameriteeh that it may
~roe••4 with the propo•• l betore the thirty-day period has
elap••d. Otherwise, the amendment will be put into .!teet after
the thirtieth day.

Very truly yours,

(

cc: Luin ritch, Esq.
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~RITECH OPERATING COMPANIES

NORMAL BASIS TOR PARTICIPATION BY INTEREXCHANGE CARRIERS (ltIXCs")
r- IN COMPLEMENTARY BIDDING ON AMERITtCH PUBLIC TELEPHONES

1. IXC vill meet both tederal and state certification
requirements (it any) tor interLATA service.

2. IXe will arrange tor the receipt of calls within the
LA~A of oriqin and will subscribe to fGD access servicQ in the
e~d office where the pUblic telephone is located.

3. IXC will complete calls anywhere within the North
American Number Plan without re-dialinq by the end user.

4. From public telephones equipped tor coin-sent-paid
service, Ixe will either provide interLATA coin service itself or
direct the Ameritech company to divert coin calla to an rxc
capable ot providinq it, in either case without re-dialing by the
end user. IXCa who provide coin service must enter into a mutual
agreement with the Ameritach company to divide coin shorttalls
between intraLATA and interLATA accordinq to a usage-related
ratio.

5. IXe. who honor the charqe cards issued by the Ameritech
c~panies will do so on an automated basis substantially
equivalent to th~t provided by the Ameritech companies on their
LntraLATA traffic.

6. IXC will accept charge card, collect, and third-number
charge arranqements in such manner as to promote end user
convenience by minimizinq the difference b.t~••n the procedures
tor intraLATA and interLATA calls. IXC may in addition otter
!~her charge options for interLATA calla.

7. Where IXC desires to record the telephone nuober or the
oriqinat1nq station, it will do so by utilizing Automatic Number
Identitication aa provided in FGO and not by asking the end user,
except in the ca•• of equipment failure.

8. IXC will identify itselt to each caller bafore any
charqe. have be.n incurra4.

9. IXC'. rates and practices tor interstate interLATA
services will b. just and rea.Qn~l., as required by Section
201(b) ot the Communications Aot of 1934. Intrastat. interLATA
service v111 comply vith any correspondin9 stat. requirements.

(



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Petition to

Expand the Scope of Rulemaking was served this 28th day of May,

1992, via first class mail, post prepaid, to the parties on the

attached service list.
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